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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 1-4, 6-11, 18-21, 23-26, 33 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US 5666481 to Lewis in view of US 20020019922 to Reuter et al. 
and US 6629266 to Harper et al. 

3. Claims 12-16, 27-32, 34, 36 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US 5666481 to Lewis in view of US 20020019922 to Reuter et al. 
and US 6336139 to Feridun et al. and US 6446218 to D'Souza. 

4. Claim 35 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
5666481 to Lewis in view of US 20020019922 to Reuter, "threshold" by IEEE, and 
"graphical user interface" by Microsoft Computer Dictionary (herein MSCD) and 
US 6629266 to Harper et al. 

5. As no significant amendment has been made and same grounds are applied, for 
the sake of brevity, Examiner will address any difference in claim language below in 
addressing the arguments. For the body of these rejections, refer to the previous office 
action. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 12 September 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 
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7. Firstly, regarding the additional "according to one or more rules" language 
amended in each independent claim, this is not viewed to provide any distinction over 
the already provided art. Applicant should note that the art accepted terms of "rules- 
based" and "case-based" reasoning has not actually been used herein. However, even 
had they been applied, whether the claims would present any distinguishing feature 
over the prior art would remain to be seen. Note that the claims disclose specifying a 
pattern which is a combination of one or more "error events" in order to identify an "error 
action", "according to one or more rules". The emphasis is merely to highlight the fact 
that the claims do not even require a plurality of such rules or events. Applicant, 
understanding case-based reasoning, should note the claims bear a marked similarity to 
case-based reasoning in general, e.g., what is disclosed in Lewis. Insofar as a "rule" is 
"a prescribed guide for conduct or action" (among other relevant definitions), that Lewis 
can retrieve related trouble tickets makes it clear that one or more "rules" are being 
applied, and that such trouble tickets form the "base" of patterns that are thusly 
specified. Further, it should be clear that Lewis applies resolutions based on such 
"rules". See, for example, the main figure of Lewis. 

Indeed, Applicant should note with understanding the broadness of the claim 
language and the seemingly non-specific application of this error resolution technique. 
This view is further addressed by Examiner in responding to Applicant's arguments 
against combination (both previously and herein). Indeed, much of Applicant's 
arguments appear to be merely reiterating previous arguments, and as such will not be 
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repetitively addressed herein. For any argument that Applicant feels is not specifically 
addressed herein, Applicant is advised to refer to a previous office action. 

8. Secondly, regarding claim 32's "one or more additional" and "and the alternate 
failure anlaysis module" language, these amendments appear to have been made in 
response to Examiner's 112, second paragraph rejection. Regardless, Examiner further 
points out that the rejection previously applied already accounts for the amendment, as 
D'Souza already provides for a plurality of backups. 

9. Referring to Applicant's argument (page 1 3) that Lewis does not address SANs, 
this is why Reuter is combined with Lewis and has been addressed previously. As a 
matter of fundamental underlying technology, Examiner hopes Applicant can appreciate 
that the specific networks addressed in Lewis are for data communication and that any 
such SAN is also for data communication. 

1 0. Referring to Applicant's argument (page 1 3) that "the actual errors in the network 
causing the network condition are not known to the user and not recorded in the trouble 
ticket system", even more, Applicant appears to be merely claiming a case-based 
reasoning system. Regardless, whatever Applicant is assuming an "actual error" is, this 
is not claimed. All that is claimed is an "error event", which is an event 
of/for/regarding/etc... an error. This may be a throwback to Applicant's attempt to claim 
"root cause analysis". 

1 1 . Referring to Applicant's argument (page 1 3) that Lewis excludes RBR, see 
paragraphs 7 above. 
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12. Referring to Applicant's argument (page 14) regarding Graham v. Deere and 
KSR, Applicant appears to have merely applied boilerplate language without any actual 
argument. 

13. Referring to Applicant's argument (page 15) that Lewis does not initialize the 
failure analysis modules, Applicant apparently argues that rules for the modules are not 
initialized. See, for example, paragraphs 7. Further, it is difficult to imagine how anything 
can come into existence without a starting point. Computer logic most certainly is 
initialized at some point with the relevant data, and this is most certainly the case in 
Lewis. 

14. Referring to Applicant's argument (page 15) that Lewis does not identify 
predetermined errors actions and error events but instead uses case-based reasoning, 
see paragraphs 7 and 10 above. 

15. Referring to Applicant's argument (page 16) that Lewis and Reuter deal with 
"non-office action art", apparently referring to KSR, Applicant then argues that these 
references are not in the relevant field of endeavor. The KSR ruling teaches that any 
person of ordinary skill would have looked to any relevant technology in searching for 
solutions that meet some need, and indeed, Examiner need only show that such a 
person could have looked to the relevant technology. Applicant appears to be arguing 
that for some generic environment such as a SAN, a person having ordinary skill could 
not have known to look to trouble tickets for generic problem resolution. Applicant 
should re-read Applicant's claims and note that outside of specifying an environment 
and location of logic, the claims do not directly pertain to SAN in any way whatsoever. 
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For such a broad indication of what Applicant believes to be patentable, Examiner has 
no doubt that a complex system such as a SAN could have and would have prompted 
any person of ordinary skill to look to any such complex environment problem resolution 
technique. Lewis provides one such obvious solution and Reuter indicates that a 
particular complex environment could/would have needed such problem resolution and 
one obvious location where such problem resolution logic may be located. 

As for "explicit" analysis and "teaching, suggestion, motivation", Examiner has 
already provided this in Graham v. Deere analysis found in the rejections. 

1 6. Referring to Applicant's argument (page 1 6) regarding communications networks 
versus SANs, see paragraphs 9 and 15. 

1 7. Referring to Applicant's argument (page 1 7) that the art is not from the same field 
of endeavor and is not reasonably pertinent to the problem to be solved, see 
paragraphs 9, 10, 15, 16. 

1 8. Referring to Applicant's argument (page 1 7) that Examiner has equated handling 
"page faults" in Reuter with "errors" in Lewis, Applicant should read Reuter and note that 
words such as "failure" also appear in Reuter, the point being that Applicant has 
apparently failed to fully grasp the scope of Reuter. Regardless, Applicant should note 
that any such error/fault/failure in a SAN such as one disclosed in Reuter also produces 
symptoms, not unlike those used in Lewis, which may be used in fault diagnosis. 
Applicant should further note that, significantly, the main point of Reuter is just to show 
that a particular complex environment may be a SAN comprising a storage virtualization 
controller. Any further technologies and embodiments of Reuter may not be, and 



Application/Control Number: Page 7 

10/695,889 

Art Unit: 21 14 

probably are not, necessary in showing obviousness. Applicant has failed, as previously 
noted by Examiner, to claim in any meaningful way the significance of such a SAN 
environment. As such, it is treated as an obvious variant to a well known technique. 

1 9. Referring to Applicant's argument (page 1 9) that Reuter is not concerned with 
processing scenarios/errors that may occur on a SAN, this should further serve as 
indication that it poses a need in Reuter to actually be able to handle errors. This was 
also addressed previously. And again, see paragraph 18. 

20. Referring to Applicant's argument (page 1 9) that claim 1 7 was previously 
objected to, this is clearly not the case presently. 

21 . Referring to Applicant's argument (page 20) that Examiner noted that "Lewis 
does not teach...", Applicant has failed to indicate that this was the preface for a 
rejection based on the combination of references as is done in Graham v. Deere 
analysis. See paragraph 1 5. 

22. Referring to Applicant's argument (page 21 ) that "it cannot be expected that one 
skilled in the art would try to perform a comparison temporally in the fashion described 
in claim 12 as there is much more than a finite number of solutions", this is clearly not 
the case. By one view, there are two solutions: with or without temporal comparison. As 
time-wise analysis for many purposes is a well known technique, it would have been 
one extremely obvious technique to attempt in refining results. 

Regardless, the "finite number of solutions" test as devised under the KSR ruling 
is but one of explicitly many such tests that an examiner may apply in determining 
obviousness. Even had there been "more than a finite number of solutions", this does 
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not preclude the obviousness of one specific problem resolution technique with one 
specific environment. Trouble ticketing is an extremely well known and understood 
method of resolving problems in complex environments, of which SANs are only one 
obvious example, and time-wise analysis of relevant data is a further obvious technique 
to apply to diagnostics, of which many examples may be found, and obvious results 
may be expected (refining results or producing more accurate results). 

23. Referring to any further request for interview (e.g., page 22), Examiner believes 
that there is sufficient justification (as evidenced by the results of the previous two 
interviews) to believe that any further interviews will not further prosecution, and as 
such, Examiner preemptively declines. Applicant is instructed to conduct prosecution in 
written responses to office actions only. 

Conclusion 

24. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gabriel L. Chu whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3656. The examiner can normally be reached on weekdays between 8:30 AM and 5:00 
PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Scott Baderman can be reached on (571) 272-3644. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Gabriel L. Chu 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 21 14 
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